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Executive Summary

Lancaster County has been planning for juvenile justice since 1998. We continue to do
planning because the nature of juvenile offending and the philosophies used to address it
are constantly changing. We have implemented a graduated sanctions program, collected
and analyzed volumes of data, and built a state of the art detention facility. Yet a
disproportionate number of minority offenders continue to be in the system; truancy
petitions and runaway incidences continue to increase; and the issues of substance abuse
mental health and poverty continue to permeate families of the youth we serve.

H

In 2005, Lancaster County developed a three year plan with five key priorities: reduce the
number of juveniles in detention through public education and other primary prevention
activities; provide and strengthen treatment opportunities and accessibility to resources
for youth; reduce the number of minority youth entering the system; and evaluate the
effectiveness of the juvenile justice system and its existing programs. We discovered that
oftentimes, constraints and issues made successful completion of objectives addressing
these priorities challenging. However, due to the dedicated collaborative efforts of many
and commitment from our funding partners, we made significant contributions towards
those identified priorities.

In 2008, Lancaster County’s Juvenile Justice Review Committee convened a
subcommittee to update the Comprehensive Juvenile Service plan. Each of the identified
priorities is listed below.

Priority One: Increase collaboration between agencies by implementing a more
coordinated system.

Priority Two: Increase and strengthen treatment opportunities and accessibility
to resources for youth,

Priority Three: Reduce the over-representation of minorities in the juvenile
justice system at every level of the system.

Priority Four: Decrease truancy and runaway incidences through a collaborative
effort with the schools, service providers, and law enforcement.

Priority Five: Evaluate the effectiveness of the juvenile justice system and its
existing programs using Evidence Based Practices.

The underlining mission of Lancaster County’s Juvenile Justice System is:

“To provide individualized supervision, care, and treaiment in a manner consistent with
public safety to those youth under age 18 at the time of referral who violate the law.
Further, the Juvenile Justice System shall recognize and encourage prevention efforts
through the support of program and services designed to meel the needs of those youth
who are identified as being ai-risk or violating the law and those whose behavior is such
that they endanger themselves or others”.
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Community Team

In 1980, Lancaster County formed a
Justice Council to discuss juvenile
justice issues which included top
department head representation from all
departments within the adult and
Jjuvenile criminal justice systems. Key
committees included: Juvenile Justice
Review Committee (JJRC); Alcohol
Advisory Committee; Alternatives to
Incarceration; and Domestic Violence
Coalition.

In 2000, a proposal was made to
establish the Criminal Justice System as
a separate department, but debate
brought up questions regarding the
appropriateness of juvenile and adult
system issues being together. As a result,
the Justice Council was dissolved. The
focus of juvenile justice issues remained
under the Human Services
Administration. Over the next several
years, those at the table addressing
justice issues were expanded to include
Lincoln Public Schools, mental health
and substance abuse agencies, youth
organizations, juvenile justice
professionals, cultural centers, UNL, and
elected officials. This group of
advocates 1s known as the JJRC-Juvenile
Justice Review Committee

Today active teams guide and oversee
the efforts of the identified priorities.
They include: the Run
Response/Truancy Prevention Team,
Substance Abuse Action Coalition, the
Disproportionate Minority Contact
(DMC) Committee, the Graduated
Sanctions Committee and the Detention
Population Review Team. Each of these
teams meet at least monthly for one hour
and has developed goals and objectives.
The JIRC and these sub-committees will

guide the community over the next 3
years (2009-2011) as we strive to meet
our goals/objectives. The JJIRC is
staffed by the Juvenile Justice
Coordinator of Lancaster County.

On March 13, 2008 Jennifer Myers from
the Juvenile Justice Institute presented
information to the JIRC concerning the
new requirements for the 2009-2011
Juvenile Services Comprehensive Plan.
She outlined what should be included in
the plan and the importance and process
of developing a plan. JJRC members
were asked to participate in a sub-
committee to work on the Lancaster
County Juvenile Services
Comprehensive Plan. The individuals
listed on the previous page volunteered
to be part of this process.

This sub-committee met on two different
occasions. The first work session was
April 1 during which the Juvenile Justice
Coordinator reviewed the process for
developing this plan. This group then
spent the time brainstorming juvenile
issues in Lancaster County. On June 26,
this committee met again to identify
priorities and develop strategies for these
priorities.

In addition to this subcommittee, input
was also given from each of the teams of
the JJRC — the Run Response/Truancy
Prevention Team, Juvenile Substance
Abuse Action Coalition, the DMC
Committee, the Graduated Sanctions
Team, and the Detention Population
Review Team. Once the plan was put
into written format, it was sent to all
JIRC members, Lancaster County
Commissioners, and Lancaster County
Juvenile Court Judges for review.



Juvenile Justice System Analvsis Toel

In February 2007, a grant through the
Crime Commission funded Dr. T. Hank
Robinson with the Juvenile Justice
Institute to complete an assessment of
the Lancaster County Juvenile Justice
System (Appendix A). Dr Robinson met
with a number of stakeholders of this
system, most of which were members of
the JIRC. Upon completion of the
evaluation in September 2007, Dr.
Robinson met with the JJRC to discuss
his findings and recommendations. This
system report was also used as a guide
while developing the 2009-2011
Lancaster County Juvenile Services
Comprehensive Plan.

Dr. Robinson did not use the Community
Planning Tool because Lancaster County
already had a highly structured
cooperative effort and the Community
Planning Tool could not produce the
type of findings Lancaster County
required to refine its’ juvenile justice
system (Dr. Robinson’s Report - page 6).

Dr. Hank Robinson’s Repoit

Based on the interviews, research and
discussion completed during the
evaluation, the Institute identified the
following issues within the Lancaster
County Juvenile Justice System:

@"(aps in the systemic coordination of
processing and interventions delivered to
young offenders and their families,

" Inadequate access to risk/needs
assessments for youth in general, and
especially for those youth being brought
to the attention of the justice system.

<" Uncoordinated documentation of
vouths’ risks and needs throughout the
course of their juvenile justice contacts.

@ The absence of community-wide
indicators through which justice and
community providers can monitor and
manage the juvenile justice process.

Possible Solutions
4 Common screening and assessment
tools

4 Centralized screening and
assessment services

4 Collection of data elements
- Sensitivity Measures
- Engagement Measures
- Outcome Indicators

To achieve a higher level of
effectiveness and efficiency, Lancaster’s
system must be restructured to account
for five influences:

@ The Nebraska Juvenile Code.

@ The fact that resources fueling the
system will always be limited.

@ Resources must be expended to
achieve those priorities identified to
impact the largest number of juveniles in
Lancaster County.

@ System processes, programs, and
interventions must operate to reduce risk
factors known to contribute to
delinquency and anti-social behavior.

%" The system must synchronize its
operation to those times of a juvenile’s
development that risk factors are most
vulnerable to influence.



Community Description

Lancaster County is made up of 22
cities, towns and villages in Southeast
Nebraska, and comprises the state’s
second largest metropolitan area, with
267,135 residents. As of the census of
2006, there were 107,746 households out
of which 33,333 had children under the
age of 18 living with them, 51,611 were
married couples living together, and
9,589 had a female householder with no
husband present. The average family
size was 2.96 (Community Services
Initiatives” Annual Report).

Economics

The median income for a household in
the County in 2006 was $48,564. 11.8%
of families and 12.7% of the population
were below the poverty line. In 2006
health care and social assistance was the
largest of 20 major sectors. It had an
average annual wage per job of $38,145

(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Lancaster
County, Nebraska)

Transportation Routes
Lancaster County has several
transportation routes that run through the
County. These include Highway 77
North and South, Highway 2, ‘O’ Street
and Interstate 80 East and West.
Interstate 80 is one of the two most
heavily traveled transcontinental
highways in the United States. The
Interstate is linked to about three-
quarters of the estimated $2.8 billion that
travelers spent last year in Nebraska. On
an average non-summer day, more than
15,000 vehicles drive on Interstate 80. In
the summer, the daily average surges to
more than 20,000. (Nebraska
Department of Roads). Interstate 80 is
also one of the most commonly used

transportations routes to transport illegal
drugs (Nebraska State Patrol).
W —

The City of Lincoln also has a bus
system with 21 different bus routes.
These routes incorporate most of the
city. The buses run from 5 a.m. to 7 p.m.
Monday through Saturday. The city
offers low income, month long bus
passes for people in need.

Population
Lancaster County is a vibrant and
growing community with young people
comprising more than 24% of the total
population. The following chart is an
outline of the demographics of the youth
population:

Data Points Total Juvenile
Population | Population
Total 267,135 62,843
Population
Male 133,936 32,079
Female 133,199 30,764
White 245,378 55,683
Black/African 10,477 3,968
American
Asian g2 2571
Native 2,058 621
American
Hispanic 11,798 4,038
Non Hispanic 235,337 58,805

#%2006 OJJIDP website




Schools
In Lincoln there are 36 public
elementary schools, 10 middle schools,
and 6 high schools. There are 4
alternatives schools for students who
have difficulty learning in a regular
setting. There are approximately 20
private schools. Seven school districts
are located outside of the Lincoln
metropolitan area (Lincoln Public
Schools).

There are four main colleges in Lincoln.
The largest is the University of Nebraska
at Lincoln. Attendance for this college
alone was 45,819 in 2006. There is one
trade school. With these colleges,
Lancaster County residents have the
opportunity to attend college in their
home area. These colleges also have a
positive financial impact on the
community as well as an endless number
of student volunteers for agencies to
utilize.

However, with the colleges there comes
a considerable amount of underage
drinking, parties, and crimes associated
with them as illustrated by the high
percentages when compared to the
average population in the above chart.

Nebraska ranks in the top 20 percent of
states in underage and binge drinking.

Attractions
Lincoln is the Capitol of Nebraska.
Lincoln is also home to Memorial
Stadium, where Nebraska football games
are played. Approximately 85,000 per
game attend these football games on a
regular basis. Lincoln is also home to
several museums and a zoo. It has 2
shopping malls and several plazas.
Lincoln celebrates several activities,
such as Rib Fest, the State Fair, and the
Cornhusker State Games. All of these
attractions are a positive financial
resource for Lancaster County; however,
they also bring an increase in alcohol
consumption, drug usage and overall
crime.

Lancaster County has 14 different lakes
for boating and/or camping. It is also
home to Star City Shores and a number
of city pools. These provide for pro-
social activities for youth and their
families to enjoy.

Lancaster County has an excellent
reputation and history of working
collaboratively, and services for youth
are clearly a priority. Over the past
twenty years, all of the major
governmental and child-serving agencies
have joined forces to focus on juvenile
issues. The Juvenile Justice Review
Committee and its’ task forces are
excellent examples of such
collaboration.



Identified Priority Areas

Increase collaboration between agencies by implementing a
more coordinated system.

Increase and strengthen treatment opportunities and
accessibility to resources for youth.

Reduce the over-representation of minorities in the juvenile
Jjustice system at every level of the system.

Decrease truancy and runaway incidences through a
collaborative effort with the schools, service providers, and
law enforcement.

Evaluate the effectiveness of the juvenile justice system and
Its existing programs.

10



Priority One: Increase collaboration
between agencies by implementing a
more coordinated system.

Sharing of agency information is crucial
to assisting youth and their families.
Currently, each agency has its own
database that is not shared. As a result,
youth and their families are often asked
the same intake questions and the agency
has very little background information to
begin a service. In addition, each agency
is tracking different information. This
makes evaluating programs very
difficult. In fact, Dr. Robinson even
notes in his evaluation of the Lancaster
County Juvenile Justice System, “The
agencies of Lancaster County’s juvenile
Jjustice system are awash in data. The
problem is that this data is not organized
in a way that permits the County to
monitor how well the system works”.

A shared case management system will
allow for more comprehensive data to be
collected on youth in the criminal justice
system. A comprehensive evaluation of
the data will assist the County in
determining what prevention and
intervention services to invest in to keep
youth from entering the system or
becoming more enmeshed in the system.

As a response to Dr. Robinson’s study,
CEDARS expanded the screening of
youth for pre-trial diversion.
Additionally, it was decided that young
juveniles (under the age of 12)
committing significant offenses will be
referred by law enforcement to the Child
Guidance Center for an evaluation. This
evaluation will assist in determining how
to best help the youth — through the
Juvenile Justice Systems’ efforts or by
remaining out of the system.

In addition, a study of the number of
juvenile filings in Douglas County
compared to Lancaster County was
released. These numbers showed
Lancaster County filed significantly
more juvenile cases than Douglas
County. There are concerns whether
these numbers are comparing equal and
relevant data and whether or not the
processes in both Counties are
comparable. However, the County wants
to examine this further and insure only
juveniles, whose risk/needs warrant
services offered through the juvenile
justice system, are entering the system.

Finally, Lancaster County has developed
a successful collaboration of diverting
youth from detention into graduated
sanctions programming. However, these
programs only allow for 30 youth and
are full a majority of the time. Work will
continue to explore additional graduated
sanctions programming.

Work will continue to enhance the
current assessment process, divert youth
from detention into graduated sanctions
programming, insure youth who enter in
the system are the youth that really need
to be there, and track information in a
consistent manner.

11
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Priority Two: Increase and strengthen
treatment opportunities and accessibility
to resources for youth.

This is a priority for the current year’s
plan. While work was accomplished on
this priority, there is still an identified
need in Lancaster County to have this
priority remain in the plan. Data from
juvenile probation, diversion, and
detention showing the number of youth
involved in the system due to substance
related offenses supports the need for
continuing to strengthen treatment
opportunities for youth.

i
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- |
=

| [

2006-2007

Lancaster County is fortunate to have an
active Juvenile Substance Abuse Action
Coalition that meets regularly. This
committee was able to accomplish the
following in Lancaster County during
2005-2008:

" Increase communication among
treatment programs, criminal justice
agencies, schools and parents and
increase education of families regarding
treatment for youth involved with the
criminal justice system.

% An informational brochure on the
juvenile justice system was created.

@ Parent education groups were offered
through the School Community
Intervention Program (SCIP).

A second seminar on understanding
the juvenile justice system treatment and
substance abuse and how they relate to
each other for educators, treatment
professionals, substance abuse
professionals, law enforcement, and
criminal justice professionals was held.

@ Meth 360 presentations were given to
a variety of stakeholders.

& A Juvenile focused substance abuse
conference was held in 2006.

# The Lincoln Council on Alcohol and
Drugs presented the Youth
Environmental Scan for the Substance
Abuse Action Coalition.

@ The Youth Assessment Center and
SCIP continues to complete substance
abuse and/or mental health evaluations
free of charge. The following table
illustrates the number of SCIP
screenings/evaluations provided by
agencies at no charge for SCIP referrals
(Nebraska Mental Health Centers do full
evaluations; the rest do screenings for
mental health or substance abuse
evaluations).

920052006
820062007 |
020072008

ASL.  Colwlc Social Chid Guidance  First Step Kendra  LuthecanFamiy  Nebraska
Psychotherspy  Services Hubbard Senices  MontalHealth
Centars
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“~ A meeting with youth treatment
providers was conducted. This resulted
in a follow-up letter to Medicaid
concerning the low number of referrals
for youth residential facilities.

@ Probation implemented the
Standardized Model for all providers.

<~ A meeting with Medicaid was
facilitated concerning accessing funding
for youth substance abuse and mental
health treatment faster.

The Substance Abuse Action Coalition
agreed many of the current strategies
need to continue to be worked on in the
juvenile justice system. While there have
been many accomplishments in this area,
there are challenges Lancaster County
has witnessed over the current years
plan.

The first challenge is funding. There
simply isn’t funding for families whose
income is above the Medicaid cutoff, but
who don’t have insurance or have very
restricted insurance. Currently, it seems
that for a family of youth to access
treatment faster, they are often
adjudicated on a 3b case or committed to
the Office of Juvenile Services.

The need for constant communication
between juvenile justice agencies and
treatment providers is vital. Continuous
education on the levels of care and

importance of treatment is key to
changing behavior,

Another challenge came with the closing
of the Lincoln and Hastings Regional
Center for behavioral health youth. The
Youth Services Center has now become
a holding facility for behavioral health
youth.

In summary, the gaps that were
identified in serving the youth
population with substance abuse and
mental health issues are: funding,
understanding of needs and the
appropriate level of care, treatment for
the family, a re-entry program for youth
discharged from programming,
education on behavioral health, the lack
of a placement for mental health youth
and use of validated and consistent
assessment tools.

P
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Priority Three: Reduce the over-
representation of minority youth in
the juvenile justice system ar every
level of the system.

Reducing the disproportionate minority
contact in the juvenile justice system is a
priority from the current year’s plan.
Lancaster County is fortunate to have an
active Disproportionate Minority
Contact Committee that meets regularly,
reviews juvenile justice data, and takes
direct action to meet this priority. This
committee was able to accomplish the
following in Lancaster County during
2005-2008:

% The Latino Information Fair occurred
at Park Middle School. Speakers
explained programs in Spanish and over
25 community agencies were present 1o
speak to approximately 150 people.

" An English-Spanish booklet of youth
program contacts and descriptions was
created and made available in Lancaster
County.

@ The Lancaster County juvenile justice
brochure was translated into Spanish
and Vietnamese.

% The Lancaster County juvenile justice
flowchart was translated into Spanish.

@ The DMC Committee developed a
vision and mission and created a
brochure.

% The female arrest rate and detention
rate are not disproportionate.

@ The Talented Tenth Program began at
the Malone Center. This started a
working partnership with Probation and
Diversion.

@A grant for a Latino Intervention
Program and a program addressing the
high truancy rates of Latinos and Native
Americans was submitted for review.

@ The ‘Creating Safer Systems’ seminar
for residential treatment providers and
other professionals working with gay,
lesbian, bisexual, and transsexual youth
was offered in the community,

However, with all of these efforts, there
continues 1o be a disproportionate
number of minority youth in the
juvenile justice system in Lancaster
County. The table on the following page
itlustrates in 2006, 26% of all arrests
were minority youth, while they account
for only 17% of the population. Even
more significantly, 46% of all cases
which resulted in confinement involved
minority youth.

Lancaster County will continue to focus
efforts on reducing the number of
minority youth in the juvenile justice
system at every level of the system.
Strategies include identifying and
reducing gaps in prevention and
mtervention services for underserved
and underrepresented youth through
data collection and case management,
promoting and supporting culturally-
relevant, evidence based programming.
Research proves that females have
different issues than males and should
have specific programming, separate
from males, in order to facilitate
change. Supporting and developing this
type of programming is encouraged,
One of the specific items the DMC
Committee will focus on is publishing
an annual report on DMC issues in
Lancaster County,
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Priority Four: Decrease truancy and
runaway incidences through a
collaborative effort with the schools,
service providers, and law enforcement.

Decreasing truancy and runaway
incidences is a priority from the current
years plan. The tasks of the Run
Response/Truancy Prevention Team are
to identify intervention and prevention
strategies to address the problems
surrounding at-risk youth and provide a
means of intervening with these youth
prior to them becoming involved with
the juvenile justice system. The team
reviews policies on how to better address
at-risk youth, gather and analyze data,
review the current system, identify gaps
in the system, review information on
access and availability of services and
explore ways to provide education
regarding existing resources.

During the current plan year, the
committee specifically accomplished the
following:

@ Lincoln Public Schools, County
Attorney, Law Enforcement, and the
Office of Juvenile Services are active
members of the truancy committee.

#SMART Teams are active in all of the
high schools and a few of the elementary
schools.

@ Project MOAST was developed to
create a school mentoring program

specifically for youth involved in the
juvenile justice system.

Even with these efforts, the truancy rate
continues to rise. In 2007-2008, the
attendance rate was 93%. Of the 7%
absent, 1.22% were truant. This is an
increase from 2006-2007 school year
when the truancy rate was 1.16% and
2005-2006 with the truancy rate being
1.07%. Of the truant youth, a
disproportionate number are minorities.
For example, 10% of Native Americans
are truant and 9% of the Hispanic
population is truant. The truancy filings
have also increased:
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Youth who run away are also a concern
in Lancaster County. For calendar year
2007, a total of 1,777 youth were
reported missing. One of the main
concerns currently in the County is what
to do with youth who continue to run
away, but haven’t committed a law
violation. At the current time, we are
finding new charges leveled at these
youth in order to place them in the staff
secure unit at the Youth Services Center.

The planning committee decided to
focus its attention on data collection of
truancy and runaway information,
defining early prevention and
intervention efforts, and finding
alternatives placements for youth that
continue to runaway from home.
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Priority Five: Evaluate the effectiveness
of the juvenile justice system and its
existing programs.

This is a priority from the current year’s
plan. Lancaster County has made
evaluation of the effectiveness of the
juvenile justice system a priority. Over
the plan year, the County has
accomplished the following;

« Dr. Robinson completed an evaluation
of the Lancaster County Juvenile Justice
System.

“Committee teams developed a method
of data collections and are consistently
collecting data and identifying gaps and
areas of need.

@ Several key players in the Lancaster
County Juvenile Justice System have
been trained in Evidence Bases Practices
(EBP) and have begun collecting
research on EBP programs.

o

As available funds have decreased and
competition for limited funds has
increased, it is necessary for Lancaster
County to insure current funds are being
utilized in the most efficient and
effective way. Evaluation systems and
programs which demonstrate success
and progress are critical to successfully
obtaining and maintaining funding.

Research that Evidence Based
Programming produces positive change
is evident. Programs operating in
Lancaster County will adhere to the
Evidence Based Principles:

1. Assess offender risk and needs
2. Enhance offender motivation
3. Target interventions

4. Address cognitive-behavioral
functioning

5. Provide positive reinforcement
6. Provide ongoing support

7. Measure outcomes

8. Provide quality assurance

Data will be collected in line with
Dr. Robinson’s recommendations as
follows:

@ Sensitivity Measures (indicators
reflecting an agency’s ability to
systematically detect youth who are at
risk of entering the juvenile justice
system or who have become delinquent).

@ Engagement Measures
(documentation reflecting the lag period
between the date an agency detected or
referred a juvenile and the date when the
agency completed intake or a critical
decision; data substantiating the efforts
the agency took to connect a juvenile to
interventions; length of time it took to
complete the process or intervention;
and the lag period between the date of
the juvenile’s referral and the final
completion of his/her process or
intervention).

@ Qutcome Indicators (the impact an
agency’s programs have had on
counteracting a youth’s risk factors
for delinquency).
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Appendix 1

EVALUATION OF THE LANCASTER COUNTY
JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM

University of Nebraska at Omaha
Omaha, NE 68182
(402) 554-3794

September, 2007
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Principal Investigator: T. Hank Robinson, Ph.D.
Juvenile Justice Institute, School of Criminology and Criminal Justice
College of Public Affairs and Community Service
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Guide to Using this Report

The nature of this report does not readily lend itself to a conventional Executive
Summary, The report certainly focuses on findings related to Lancaster County’s Juvenile
Justice System, however, the primary value of the report relates to the global strategy it
outlines for Lancaster’s juvenile justice coalitions. The bottom line is that Lancaster
County’s agencies are well aware that their system needs adjustments; little benefit
comes from exhaustively documenting specific problems.

Instead, this report identifies structural and organizational obstacles which
diminish the efficiency and effectiveness of the juvenile justice system. Lancaster’s
present system naturally evolved in response to the Nebraska Juvenile Code and the
community’s broader efforts to target specific problems. To make dramatic gains, the
system must now be reconfigured to account for five critical influences:

1. The Nebraska Juvenile Code;
2. The fact that resources fueling the system will always be limited;

3. Resources must be prioritized to impact the largest number of juveniles in Lancaster
County;

4. System processes, programs, and interventions must operate to reduce risk factors
known to contribute to delinquency and anti-social behavior; and

5. The system must synchronize its operation to those times in a juvenile’s development
that risk factors are most vulnerable to influence.

The first step in this process requires the Lancaster Juvenile Justice System to
conscientiously recognize that there are two groups of youth with which it must be
concerned: those who are at-risk of entering the system and those who enter the system as
delinquents. Second, the system must recognize that the traditional cadre of justice
providers—law enforcement, County Attorney, Juvenile Court Judges, Probation, OJS—
cannot appreciably impact the problem of juvenile crime if they must continue to contend
with youth whose patterns of misbehaviors have been allowed to grow and calcify.
Similarly, these justice providers cannot continue to expend precious time and resources
on youth who have committed an offense but whose overall likelihood of re-offense
suggests intensive interventions are overkill. The responsibility for Lancaster County’s
Juvenile justice issues lies with many more community members. This report outlines a
strategy for activating those community efements which hold sway over a juvenile’s
development into a delinguent.

Standardized risk assessment instruments like the YLS/CMI, discussed in this
report, clearly delineate factors known to predict that a youth will become delinquent.
These risk factors reveal which members of the community have the potential to slow a
youth’s development into a delinquent. Lancaster County’s overall response to juvenile
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crime becomes more efficient when members of the community beyond traditional
justice providers become more sensitive to a youth’s potential for delinquency. This
heightened sensitivity provides an opportunity for the community to more quickly move
to counteract a youth’s risk factors before he or she blossoms into an offender. When the
County captures the risk profiles for many youth, it can more confidently identify the
types of programming and interventions that can be reasonably expected to suppress the
community’s overall pool of risk. In other words, the County knows which investments
stand the greatest chance of reducing the community’s juvenile crime rate.

The map of Lancaster County’s juvenile justice system (see page 15) reorganizes
the positions of community members to match the trajectory that youth follow as they
develop into juvenile and then adult offenders. It illustrates which agencies are primarily
positioned to detect and respond to at-risk youth and those who are legally obliged to
address delinquent youth.

While Lancaster County has achieved great progress in developing data streams
about its juvenile offenders, these data have not been marshaled to provide solid guidance
for policy and program implementation. Appendix B outlines the connection between
YLS/CMI risk factors, specific community members, and the documentation from which
one could reasonably be expected to draw meaningful conclusions about those risk
domains. This chart enables the County to more clearly identify which agencies are
positioned to detect a youth’s risk. The chart provides the County with a foundation from
which it can begin to design a more orchestrated response to youth crime.

Once community members become better organized to identify risk factors, the
County’s challenge shifts to developing more effective responses. Two steps are required
to achieve this aim:

1. Lancaster’s agencies and justice providers must possess the capacity to counteract a
youth’s risk factors; and,

2. The County must be able to discern which interventions produce a lasting effect.

It s important to remember that the degree to which an intervention fully engages a youth
determines whether that intervention has a chance of succeeding. The first push, then,
must focus on increasing the certainty that youth are connected with programs/sanctions
in a timely manner. Until the County can be confident in the “dosage” that a juvenile
received, it is methodologically impossible to ascertain whether the treatment was
effective.

Finally, while this report provides the County with the tools required to initiate
systematic changes throughout its juvenile justice system, a great deal of work remains to
be done. The report concludes with a Case Study illustrating how the findings of the
report can be used to guide change in the County’s response to youths’ risks.
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Introduction

The Lancaster County Three Year Comprehensive Juvenile Services Plan identified four
priorities for county coalitions to pursue between 2006 and 2008:

1. Reduce the number of juveniles in detention by focusing on truancy and preventing
Tunaways,

2. Increase and strengthen treatment opportunities for youth;
3. Reduce the number of minority youth entering the juvenile justice system; and
4. Evaluate the overall effectiveness of Lancaster County’s juvenile justice system.

The Graduated Sanctions Committee was to focus primarily on the fourth priority. The
Committee’s main objective was to use the Nebraska Crime Commission’s Community
Planning Tool to “evaluate the system as both a process and product.”

Towards this end, the County contracted with the Juvenile Justice Institute located
within the School of Criminal Justice at the University of Nebraska at Omaha to complete
the Community Planning Tool. In February, 2007, JII initiated a series of meetings with
justice providers to gather the necessary information. Corey Steel facilitated the process
by setting up the meetings and bringing justice providers together.

During the evaluation, it gradually became clear that the Communify Planning
Tool could not produce the type of findings Lancaster County required to refine its
juvenile justice system. The Community Planning Tool best serves counties in which a
central forum, committee or coalition has not already begun to organize individual
agencies and justice providers to work as one. By contrast, Lancaster County has a highly
structured cooperative effort; the CommunityPlanning Tool simply confirmed as much.
Similarly, the Community Planning Tool provides less organized justice systems with
basic documentation and data recommendations. Lancaster County suffers not so much
from a dearth of data, but a lack of direction about how to apply it.

Based on the interviews, research and discussion completed during the evaluation,
the Institute identified the following issues within the Lancaster County juvenile justice

system:

1. Gaps in the systemic coordination of processing and interventions delivered to young
offenders and their families;

2. Inadequate access to risk/needs assessments for youth in general, and especially for
those youth being brought to the attention of the justice system;

3. Uncoordinated documentation of youths’ risks and needs throughout the course of their
juvenile justice contacts; and
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4. The absence of community-wide indicators through which Justice and community
providers can monitor and manage the juvenile justice process.

In essence, the evaluation process revealed that Lancaster County needed to address these
issues through a global strategy, rather than narrow, specific directions for individual
agencies. The following sections discuss the rationale for such a strategy, detail its
conceptual model, and suggest recommendations to put it into effect.

Purpose of Systems Analysis

Two purposes are served when counties complete the systems analysis of the
Community Planning Tool. The first purpose is to determine to what extent each justice
provider associated with the statutory decision points from Nebraska’s Juvenile Code
(NRS §§43-247 through 43-2,102) exercises their discretion in accordance with the Code.
The second purpose is to reveal to what extent the decisions made at these points of
discretion are orchestrated to a common end.

For the Nebraska Juvenile Code and the attendant agencies operating under it, this
common end is to ensure the welfare and security of youth and to promote community
well-being by helping delinquent youth to exchange misbehaviors for pro-social
behaviors. If a county operates in accordance with the statutory requirements related to
each discretion point, then one might ask “why is it necessary to examine the degree to
which the processes of these points are integrated?” Compliance with statutory
requirements may reassure us of a system’s propriety, but says little about its
effectiveness in actively suppressing the misbehaviors of the youth subject to its
influence. The Nebraska juvenile code and case-law provides only a loose framework
within which the individual members of the justice system exercise discretion and
execute authority. The “play” built into the system is critical to developing individualized
responses to the offenders over which the juvenile justice system must take Jurisdiction.
On the other hand, since neither the code nor case-law enforce a perfect synchronization
of the system’s actors, different parts of the justice system may pursue alternate, even
competing agendas.

For example, at the present time, Nebraska’s HHSS will not open an
abuse/neglect investigation for complaints centered on fruancy. This decision is likely
grounded in a desire to prioritize scarce agency resources in favor of more typical
protection and safety cases. However, this policy exacts a toll on several other parts of
the Lancaster County juvenile justice system. First, it leaves area school districts to fend
for themselves in atiempts to correct parenting issues contributing to an elementary
student’s lack of attendance. Left inadequately addressed, these parenting issues then
combine with increasingly poor school performance to produce a failing junior high
student whose parents cannot control him or her. The young status offender eventually
graduates to active delinquency and the Separate Juvenile Court, Probation, and
Office of Juvenile Services must struggle to craft and enforce dispositional case-plans to
convert the youth’s misbehaviors into pro-social ones. By this point, the youth has
established a network of negative peer relationships, substance use habits and attitudinal
obstacles to rehabilitation or, at least compliance. From the statutory perspective, each
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group has responded appropriately; from a systemic standpoint, the lack of organized
attack enabled potentially manageable problems to grow nearly intractable.

Symptomatic of the juvenile justice system’s focus on its statutory responsibilities
versus its systemic obligations are the ways in which agencies explain their actions.
Agencies looking to *survive’ their statutory responsibilities answer challenges about the
sufficiency of their work with, “the statute doesn’t require us to do that” or “we’ve done
everything that the statute requires.” Justice providers attempting to break the cycle of
social dynamics which repeatedly produce offenders with the same risk and needs factors
express themselves differently. They attempt to capitalize on their available discretion at
every point. These agencies say things like, “the statutes allow us to ...” and “we want to
do this even if we don’t have to.”

One of Lancaster County’s odder manifestations of this is the County Attorney’s
policy that it does not have to attend Disposition Hearings. NRS § 43-286 provides the
statutory framework for dispositional hearings. It does not specify that the County
Attorney participate. At the same time, the Court’s dispositional order will contain the
post-adjudicative conditions attached to a youth. Since the County Attorney exercised its
discretion to file the case originally, it seems the office would have an abiding concern in
the disposition of the case. Even in terms of stark self-interest, the County Attorney
should want to ensure that the disposition plan addresses the individualized risks and
needs of the youth; this is the only strategy likely to minimize the need for a future
revocation hearing, forestall additional law violations (which would require another
prosecution), and provide the office with insight into whether the agency charged with
supervising the youth is sufficiently exerting itself from the beginning. The current
practice pre-dates the present County Attorney, but its continuation iltustrates the tension
between statutory minimums and systemic requirements.

Overall, the statutory analysis of the Community Planning Tool for Lancaster
County shows that every agency appears to be meeting the letter of Nebraska’s Juvenile
Code. Where the Code is silent, however, silos of activity and policy have emerged
which undermine the aspirations contained in the County Plan for 2006-2008. Many key
elements are in place, though, and the County is well positioned to move forward in its
effort to refine its response to juvenile issues.

Restructuring the Juvenile Justice System

Lancaster County’s juvenile justice system was not created by random accident.
Two things promoted the system’s present structure: the Nebraska Juvenile Code and
community efforts to target specific problems, On the positive side, the County’s current
juvenile justice system meets statutory requirements and demonstrates pockets of
innovation and collaboration. By themselves, the juvenile code and strategic problem
solving are not sufficient, however, to maximize the overall system’s effectiveness in
combating juvenile delinquency and status offending.
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The easiest way to illustrate the structural problem with the current sysiem is to
imagine that the County is trying to build a new system from scratch, rather than trying to
refine the system it currently has. This strategizing depends on the County initially
deciding what it wants the new system achieve.

First, the Nebraska Juvenile Code establishes the minimum responsibilities the
County must meet. Clearly the new juvenile justice system must comply with the relevant
statutory requirements.

Second, the new system must reflect the practical limitations of County resources.
This means clear, careful priorities must be set to deliver the biggest “bang” out of the
County’s “buck”. If this bed-rock principle is not applied, then the county’s youth will
not be adequately served and the problem of youth crime, misbehavior, and substance
abuse will worsen. As the County faces several legitimate, yet competing, options in
which to place its money and resources, it must discern the predicted result of each
potential investment. The County must be able to anticipate the contribution of each
option individually, but also the overall effect produced by different constellations of
programs.

Third, the new system will be cost-effective only if it applies its limited resources
in a way calculated to achieve particular results. Unclear objectives lead to scattershot
efforts which undermine the County’s ability to deliver broad, sustained effect over time,
For the local juvenile justice system, Nebraska’s Juvenile Code clearly encapsulates the
desired result: “To remove juveniles . . . from the criminal justice system whenever
possible and 1o reduce the possibility of their committing future law violations through
the provision of social and rehabilitative services to such juveniles and families.”

Fourth, justice providers® interventions must be designed to target and reduce the
riskfactors known to increase a youth’s likelihood of delinquency. Risk/needs
assessments like the YLS/CMI (Appendix A) have been carefully calibrated to reveal
which factors in a juvenile’s life lead deeper into the juvenile and adult justice systems.
Lancaster County programs must ascertain the constellation of risk factors attaching to a
particular youth then provide counteractive support and resources.

Finally, the new system must account for the fact that the vast majority of youth
“develop” into juvenile offenders. Putting this in terms of risk factors, young kids have
small sets of risk factors. As a child ages, two things happen: 1) his/her original risk
factors grow more entrenched when left unchecked, and 2) the child’s collection of risk
factors grows. Eventually, the protective factors suppressing the juvenile’s expression of
delinquent behavior prove insufficient to overcome the risk factors. The scale of the
juvenile’s acting out increases and lands them in the formal juvenile justice system. If the
design of Lancaster County’s new juvenile justice system accounts for this
developmental dynamic, then it will attempt to deploy its resources at the point where the
juvenile’s risk factors are most susceptible to change or even eradication.

To summarize, Lancaster County’s present juvenile justice system relies on a
loose coalition of specialized agencies and programs which does not realize its full
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potential for effectiveness. Many elements of the current system share common
aspirations and are fully committed to reducing juvenile delinquency and status
offending. This system is the product of two primary influences, the Nebraska Juvenile
Code and problem-oriented capacity expansion.

To achieve a higher level of effectiveness and efficiency, Lancaster’s system
must be restructured to account for five influences:

1. The Nebraska Juvenile Code
2. The fact that resources fueling the system will always be limited

3. Resources must be expended to achieve those priorities identified to impact the
largest number of juveniles in Lancaster County

4. System processes, programs, and interventions must operate to reduce risk
factors known to contribute to delinquency and anti-social behavior

5. The system must synchronize its operation to those times of a juvenile’s
development that risk factors are most vulnerable to influence.

The following discussion outlines the steps needed to embed these five
considerations in the structure of Lancaster County’s Juvenile Justice System.

Re-“mapping” the Lancaster County Juvenile Justice System

Lancaster County’s juvenile justice system is presently composed of several
different agencies charged with specific responsibilities for youth who stray from the
social norm. The statutory backbone of Lancaster County’s juvenile Jjustice system
distributes authority across agencies and systems. When this statutory backbone is the
sole, or even primary tool structuring the juvenile justice system, it is only natural that
agency systems become oriented towards their specific points of discretion, rather than a
community’s over-arching intent to produce a particular outcome.

To better understand how these agencies can become integrated, it is helpful to
recast them as multiple tiers of response. When the actors in any level effectively address
the problems contributing to a child’s risks and needs, they eliminate the need for more
aggressive and typically more expensive, responses from the levels above it. The notion
of graduated sanctions (increasingly aggressive interventions to sustained misbehavior)
taps into this idea. Graduated sanctions programs tend to be centralized within a single
program, however, and what Lancaster County requires is a graduated response system.

Reconfigured as a graduated response system, the juvenile justice process looks like this:
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Juvenile Justice Institute, UNO: 2007

Once the statutory structure of Lancaster County’s Juvenile Justice System is
reorganized, or “remapped” to the levels illustrated above, one can more clearly see that
the system is concerned with two types of juveniles: those at-risk of becoming delinquent
and those who are delinquent.

The system breaks into the following components:
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Level I: These front-line responders tend to have the earliest contact with a youth and
family. Level I agencies include, law enforcement, schools, and Child Protective
Services. Level | also includes Parents because they frequently recognize problems with
their children before the attention of institutional components has been triggered.
Guardian Ad Litems fall within Level I because their oversight of an abused/neglected
child can reveal the need for interventions to address risk factors predicting juvenile
delinquency in the future.

Level IT; The juvenile diversion services operating subject to the oversight and control of
the County Attorney.

Level ITI: These are often viewed as the core of juvenile justice systems and include the
County/City Attorney, Public Defender, Separate Juvenile Court of Lancaster County,
Probation and the Office of Juvenile Services.

Level IV: The extreme point of the juvenile justice system, the Youth Treatment and
Rehabilitation Centers in Geneva and Kearney and the residential treatment centers on
which the system relies for the most intensive interventions.

Level V: The adult justice system. Though not an explicit component of the juvenile
justice system, it constitutes the final systemic response to juvenile offenders who prove
ultimately resistant to the best efforts of the juvenile process.

Shuffling the juvenile justice system in this way begins to match the justice system’s
response to the natural progression of events which produces a juvenile offender. This is
necessary because of the conceptual conflict between the emergence of a youth/family’s
problems and the segregated, specialized organization of the current justice system.

Families” problems are historical and continuous. That is, they start out small
enough to be below the radar of the juvenile justice system and perhaps within the coping
skills of the family. In the absence of interventions which slow the problems’ progress,
however, they gradually, perhaps even in fits and starts, grow to pose an increasing
challenge to the family’s coping resources.

The new map does more than simply rearrange the elements of the justice system.
It also reveals how Lancaster County’s Juvenile Justice System must be oriented to
respond to the particular stage of risk or need that a youth or family is in at a given time.
As an example, the map shows that for the vast majority of youth, Level I agencies are
the ones most likely to be drawn into a family’s difficulties early. Similarly, for those
youth whose problems prove ultimately resistant to the overall justice system, the Adult
Justice System is the exit point at which the influence of the Juvenile Justice System
largely ends.

Why do we refer to this diagram of Lancaster County’s Juvenile Justice System as

amap? Why don’t we refer to it as a chart or logic model? As it is commonly used,
drawings identified as a “map” illustrate things like position and distance. The critical
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thing that distinguishes maps from other drawings is that maps serve the functional
purpose of navigation.

Does this diagram provide Lancaster County with a tool for getting somewhere?
And if so, where?

First, this new arrangement anchors the position and relative distance of
Lancaster’s juvenile justice system agencies to each other, More importantly, it recasts
the “formal” or “legal” arrangement of the system to match the trajectory that youth and
family take as they navigate their way from personal struggles to the Adult Justice
System.

Second, this bird’s eye view reveals how the juvenile justice system is arranged to
provide barriers in the path of that youth’s journey. It identifies which agencies stand
between that youth and the Adult Justice System. Best of all, it shows the order in which
each agency is triggered to act. For example, risk factor research says that low academic
achievement increases the likelihood that a youth will engage in delinquent behavior,
Lancaster County’s map shows that schools are the primary barrier to keep youth from
becoming a responsibility of the Level 1II justice providers as a result of low academic
achievement,

A juvenile justice system mapped along these lines becomes an integrated
juvenile justice system when it recognizes that each agency possesses two unique
characteristics: I) the agency’s ability to detect that a youth is in trouble, and 2) the
agency’s ability to respond to that youth’s problems. The juvenile justice system achieves
full integration when the specialized capacity of all agencies is orchestrated to produce
the maximum impact on a youth’s problem. The system orchestrates agencies when it
recognizes that at any given point in time a particular agency is best positioned to detect
that a youth is trouble and to respond, it actively monitors whether that agency fulfills its
responsibility to juveniles, and leverages the system resources to strengthen ineffective
agencies.

The new arrangement of Lancaster County’s Juvenile Justice System is a map
because it shows how the primary agencies must be deployed to more capably respond to
the personal and social problems which result in delinquency, court involvement, and, in
the worst cases, a youth’s conviction as an adult. Where does it promise to take the
present system?

This map points the way to move Lancaster County from a loose coalition of
agencies focused on their specific responsibilities to an integrated system of
specialized resources deliberately arrayed against a community of troubled youth.

Maps like this are very useful for figuring out where you are and where you need
to go, but it takes more than a piece of paper to actually make the journey. The next
section builds the toolkit and strategy that Lancaster County will need to integrate its
system and more efficiently achieve greater impact.
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Points on the Map

Some agencies are responsible for youth in the juvenile justice system because the
law requires them to be. For example, Probation and the Office of Juvenile Services are
responsible for all youth the Juvenile Court places under their supervision.

Other agents of the system are responsible to youth for reasons not directly related
to the juvenile justice system. The types of things for which these agencies are
responsible, however, influence risk factors that contribute to delinquency. Schools are
perhaps the best example. Of the 42 risk factors captured in the YLS/CMLI, six of the
valid predictors for delinquency relate directly to a youth’s school experience:

* Disruptive classroom behavior

* Disruptive behavior on school property
* Low achievement

* Problems with peers

* Problems with teachers, and

* Truancy.

In Nebraska, approximately 70-80% of all juvenile offenders score positive for
“Low Achievement”. Only one other cluster of risk factors, “Personality and Behavior”,
increases Nebraska juveniles’ risk of offending more than the six school-related factors
above. Moreover, a positive, successful school experience directly counteracts 9 of the
other 36 non-school related risk factors of the YLS/CMI, Even though laws do not
explicitly include schools as members of the juvenile justice system, schools exert
tremendous influence on the likelihood that a juvenile will become an offender. That
means, whether schools like it or not, a well-designed juvenile justice system recognizes
schools as important constituents,

The map identifies the major agencies responsible for some area of a youth’s life
which relates either to the juvenile’s direct involvement with the formal justice system or
the risk factors associated with delinquency. These agencies make up only half of the
juvenile justice equation, however, There would be no need for the juvenile justice
system if there were no juveniles.

Most youth under the age of 18 are never brought to the attention of the juvenile
justice system. Some youth are never delinquent. Some youth are delinquent, but are
never detected by the formal system. Generally speaking, this leaves that portion of
Lancaster County’s total juvenile population who are in the juvenile/criminal justice
system. In order to craft a graduated response system to juvenile delinquency, however,
the system must not only respond to the youth who have entered it, but also to those
youth who are at risk of entering it.

Remember, youth accumulate risk factors over time until the degree of their
misbehaviors demands a response from police. the County Attorney, Courts, etc. If the
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Lancaster County juvenile justice system is to realize optimal efficiency, then it must find
a way to reach youth when their constellation of risk factors is most susceptible to
change.

To summarize the points on the map:

{1 Agencies are included primarily because the law requires them to respond to
juvenile delinquency.

o Some agencies are drawn into 2 community’s juvenile justice process
because they influence risk factors which increase or decrease the
likelihood of delinquency.

system is most concerned are those youth at risk of entering the formal
justice process and those youth have entered that process.

Up to this point, the discussion has not explicitly addressed those community
service providers on whom the juvenile justice system heavily relies for assistance.
Examples include mental health and substance abuse treatment providers, shelters and
other out of home placements, agencies like YMCA, mentoring groups, Boys and Girls
Clubs, Camp Fire and Big Brothers/Big Sisters, These types of agencies are discussed
later because they do not meet either of the two criteria used above. For example, even
though Cedars Home for Children administers the juvenile diversion process in Lancaster
County, it has no statutory obligation to do so. Arguably, it exerts influence over critical
risk factors associated with a youth’s potential delinquency; however, it does so as an
extension of the County Attorney. In other words, it is a contractor rather than an
institutional spoke in the wheel of local government, In this respect, it is an “asset” within
the system, not an “agency” in the sense defined above. This will be explained more
clearly in the discussion of agency resources, below.

Detect and Respond

Lancaster County’s juvenile justice system map denotes the key justice providers
and agencies involved. More than simply identifying them, however, it designates the
order in which they are positioned to detect and respond to juveniles pushing through the
system. This permits the County to quickly identify which justice providers have
difficulty meeting their responsibility to youth and the rest of the system. Even in the
ideal world, the best efforts of the Level [ agencies and justice providers will not be
adequate to keep some youth from becoming delinquents. The critical question is whether
those agencies or the justice providers from any other level are successfully intercepting
as many youth as they should The more youth who pass through the hands of a provider
and on to a higher level of the justice system, then the more those youth exert a
disproportionate tax on the entire system. To better understand whether agencies are
meeting their responsibility to youth and, correspondingly, to the County’s juvenile
justice system, we must examine what every agency has to accomplish.
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Every agency performs two general functions: 1) it detects situations for which it
is responsible, and 2) it responds. In Lancaster County’s juvenile justice system, agencies
detect youth are at risk of entering, or have already entered, the justice system and then
respond with the objective to push those juveniles back out of the justice system. Some
agencies are responsible to youth because of statutory criteria. Other agencies are
responsible fo youth, from a juvenile justice standpoint, because their work touches on
risk factors known to predict delinquency.

Sensitivity

The degree to which an agency detects juveniles for whom it is responsible
corresponds to its “sensitivity”. Agencies that accurately identify most of the youth to
whom they need to respond demonstrate a higher sensitivity, Justice providers whose
processes limit their ability to detect youth to whom they are obliged to respond exhibit
lower sensitivity. One measure of the juvenile justice system’s effectiveness, then, is
whether the sensitivity of each agency is finetuned to detect the youth to whom it should
be responding.

Justice providers with glitches in their detection systems will not respond very
well to juveniles’ needs. When that happens, the risk factors and behaviors which should
have triggered action by that agency will go unaddressed. That means the youth’s
problems will get worse and the system’s eventual response will have to be more intense
and expensive,

Sometimes agencies and providers deliberately calibrate their sensitivity to detect
only the youth to whom they wish to respond. When the Governor directed CPS not to
investigate truancy cases, he was attempting to prioritize the strained resources
responsible for children suffering from physical abuse and the neglect of their physical
well-being. By this reasoning, if CPS does not prioritize cases, then it risks that the time
spent on a case of “educational neglect” may cause it to miss a child being physically
abused. The department does not investigate cases of educational neglect because it is not
going to respond to those cases.

Whether it is by intention or accident, a justice provider’s sensitivity reflects its
ability to quickly and accurately identify which community youth for whom it is
responsible. Lancaster County needs to begin tracking sensitivity indicators for the
different agencies of its juvenile justice system., As illustrated above, agencies’ sensitivity
strongly corresponds to sources of inefficiencies within Lancaster’s overall juvenile
justice system. To gauge the sensitivity of an agency on the map, the following question
should be asked:

1. Does the agency or justice provider attempt to systematically detect all the
juveniles to whom it is responsible?

a. If the answer is yes, then that agency satisfies the first expectation that the
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rest of the system holds for that agency

b. If the answer is no, then that agency is a point of inefficiency within the
greater system because it produces one of three negative results:

1. A youth’s problems grow worse because they are not addressed;

it. Responsibility for the juvenile shifts to other agencies who may
not be as well-equipped to intervene, thereby decreasing the potential for
successful interventions; or

il Other agencies must redirect resources 1o the youth which prevents
them from concentrating their full effort on the juveniles for whom they
are primarily responsible,

In Lancaster County’s juvenile justice system, how does one determine which
youth an agency or justice provider should be sensitive to?

For some agencies, the answer is easy: the ones mandated by state statute or local
ordinance. The Juvenile Court bears responsibility for every juvenile whom the County
Attorney has brought to the Court’s attention. Probation is responsible to all juveniles for
whom the Court has requested a Pre-sentence Investigation or ordered Probation to
supervise. The Public Defender’s Office is responsible to every juvenile it has been
ordered to represent.

Inefficiencies related to agency sensitivity are centered elsewhere in Lancaster
County’s juvenile justice system. They revolve around those agencies which influence
delinquency risk factors, but are not necessarily mandated to address those risk factors,
specifically, Lancaster County Schools, HHSS-CPS and Guardian ad Litems.

For example, Nebraska law requires that schools must make certain responses to
students with excessive absences and empowers schools to refer cases to the County
Attorney for prosecution. Risk factor research says if is the missed school, however, not
the truancy prosecution that predicts delinquency. Schools can discover a student’s poor
school attendance earlier than any other agency in the juvenile justice chain. As a result,
the Lancaster juvenile justice system should aspire for area school districts to be as
sensitive to school absenteeism as possible. Are they?

Nebraska law requires school districts to file truancy referrals after a student
misses “twenty days cumulative per yeat™, but also says, “School districts may use
excused and unexcused absences for purposes of the policy”. NRS Section 79-209. Only
one district in the state is known to have every level of its school system count all
absences, whether excused or unexcused, towards a truancy referral; the vast majority of
Nebraska school districts count only unexcused absences. This means that by the time
most districts refer a case to the County Attorney, the student has missed more than
twenty days of school.
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The problem is made worse because most Nebraska districts interpret twenty days
“per year” 10 mean “per school-year”. This leads to the absurd result that a student can
miss 18 days of school during the second semester of a school year and, a mere three
months later, start the fall semester with a perfect attendance record. Rather than referring
the student to the County Attorney after his or her second absence of the fall semester
(the 20 absence of the year), when the student can still salvage the benefit of that school
year, districts delay the referral for months waiting until another 18 unexcused absences
are documented. By the time the referral finally hits the County Attorney’s desk, the
student’s academic record is in shambles, there is no real avenue by which the student
can salvage credits, and the Court’s insistence that the juvenile must attend school serves
no purpose but to further alienate the youth and increase the likelihood that he/she is
about to plunge headlong into deeper involvement with the Jjuvenile justice system.

The main point of this lengthy aside about truancy is to illustrate that when the
primary reason for an agency to attend to a juvenile comes from risk factors, rather than
statutory mandate, that agency is far less likely to be sensitive to those risk factors, The
first step towards restructuring the Lancaster juvenile Justice system 1o respond more
quickly and effectively to risk factors is to determine which agencies are well-positioned
to detect the influence of those risk factors as early as possible and scrutinize whether
they are tuned into the possibility that one of their juvenile subjects may carry that risk
factor. Since the schools, HHSS-CPS, and Guardian ad Litems have contact with
juveniles for reasons unrelated to offending, they are the only agencies whose
sensitivities to delinquency risk factors are probably incomplete: they do not
ordinarily consider themselves responsible to youth for delinquency.

Response

To gauge how well the Lancaster County juvenile justice system responds to
delinquency, one must first understand what generally makes a system’s response to
problems effective and efficient. The quality of a system’s response is indicated by the
degree to which from among all the problems with which it might be presented,

I. The system identifies those problems it can solve, scales its collective response
to the minimum expenditure of resources believed necessary to correct the
problem, and

2. The system quickly passes the problems which it cannot solve to a different
system presumably authorized and equipped to correct that problem.

Based on these two assumptions, it follows that system of responses achieves
maximum efficiency when for all problems presented to that system:

* the system matches problems (o the agencies authorized and best equipped to
solve that problem;
o the system minimizes redundancy because multiple agencies only
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focus on the same problem when their combined authority and resources are
required to solve the problem;

* agencies commit their full authority and resources to solving the problems for
which the system has made them responsible;

* the system rejects problems for which its collective agencies lack the authority or
resources to solve; and

* the correction of a problem terminates the system’s obligation to further respond.

A system achieves maximum effectiveness when:

* the system possesses a response for every problem that larger external systems
have deemed to be within its collective authority and resources 1o solve, and

* the responses to every problem correct the problem.
Optimizing Efficiency

Lancaster County’s juvenile justice system identifies youth as falling within its
influence when a member agency within the system determines that a vouth is either at-
risk of entering the formal justice system or has committed an offense which places it
under the jurisdiction of the Juvenile Code agencies. To efficiently process the juvenile,
the system must assign responsibility for that youth to an agency or justice provider
authorized and equipped to address the risk factors associated with his/her delinquency.
There are two strategies by which Lancaster County can achieve this objective. It can
ensure that agencies adopt common screening and assessment tools or it can provide
centralized screening and assessment services for the benefit of all agencies within the
County’s systems.

Presently, each agency on Lancaster County’s juvenile justice map either utilizes
screening and assessment tools which have been adopted for that agency’s purposes or
relies on the experienced judgment of agency personnel to ferret out the nature of a
youth’s problems. This situation raises doubt that the agencies accurately prioritize their
response to juvenile offenders or efficiently coordinate joint responses to juvenile
offenders based on a common consensus. This mix and match approach undermines the
efficiency of the overall system because the system cannot monitor the degree to which
youth are accurately matched to services based on their individual risks and needs.

From a system wide perspective, there are two instances where County justice
providers are trying to migrate towards common, standardized risk assessment and
screening processes. Over the past 18 months, Probation and the Office of Juvenile
Services have trained their staff to assess juveniles’ risk factors using the YLS/CMLI,
While the agencies continue to wrestle with implementation issues, Probation and OJS
have taken a huge step towards aligning their review of a juvenile’s case. As a result,
Probation and OJS are at the forefront of enabling Lancaster County to determine
whether rehabilitative case-plans address the risk factors predicted to sustain an
offenders’ delinquency.
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The second place where assessments have been formalized are the
Comprehensive Child and Adolescent Assessments that Juvenile Court Judges can
request to determine the behavioral health and substance abuse treatment needs of an
offender. As OIS continues to refine the nature and contents of this assessment, it
reinforces a common vocabulary for discussing behavioral health and substance abuse
needs, it standardizes the diagnostic process of treatment providers, and it increases the
system’s confidence that treatment recommendations mean the same thing even when
different treatment providers conduct the assessments. As with the YSL/CMI,
implementation issues remain with the CCAA, but at least OJS and Lancaster County are
moving closer to the day when a youth’s behavioral and substance abuse risk factors are
more precisely matched to the services most suited to correct them.

By contrast, one of the more critical decision points in the Lancaster County
system has failed to adopt standardized risk assessments to determine the best way to
respond to a juvenile’s risk of delinquency. Neb. Rev. Stat. § 276 mandates that when
considering the appropriate prosecutorial response to a juvenile’s behavior, the County
Attorney shall consider:

1. The type of treatment such juvenile would most likely be amenable to,

2. Whether there is evidence that the alleged offense included violence or was committed
in an aggressive and premeditated manner;

3. The motivation for the commission of the offense;

4. The age of the juvenile and the ages and circumstances of any others involved in the
offense;

5. The previous history of the juvenile, including whether he or she had been convicted of
any previous offenses or adjudicated in juvenile court, and, if so, whether such offenses
were crimes against the person or relating to property, and other previous history of
antisocial behavior, if any, including any patterns of physical violence;

6. The sophistication and maturity of the juvenile as determined by consideration of his
or her home, school activities, emotional attitude and desire to be treated as an adult,
pattern of living, and whether he or she has had previous contact with law enforcement
agencies and courts and the nature thereof,

7. Whether there are facilities particularly available to the juvenile court for treatment and
rehabilitation of the juvenile;

8. Whether the best interests of the juvenile and the security of the public may require

that the juvenile continue in secure detention or under supervision for a period extending
beyond his or her minority and, if so, the available alternatives best suited to this purpose;
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9. Whether the victim agrees to participate in mediation;

10. Whether there is a juvenile pretrial diversion program established pursuant to sections
43-260.02 to 43-260.07; and

11. Such other matters as the county attorney deems relevant to his or her decision.
With this statute, the Nebraska Legislature has essentially directed County Attorneys to
balance the need for community security and accountability against the likelihood that
Jjuveniles will continue to commit further offenses or endanger themselves. Against the
backdrop of the Juvenile Code’s mandate to rehabilitate and support juveniles, the
Legislature has authorized the County Attorney to ascertain the likelihood that a youth
will continue to offend and craft a prosecutorial strategy intended to counteract the risk
factors contributing to that potential.

Keeping in mind that the Lancaster County juvenile justice system operates most
efficiently when offender’s risk factors are matched to interventions designed to mediate
those factors, prosecution decisions dramatically increase the system’s efficiency when
the County Attorney folds the individualized risks and needs of an offender into the
decision to prosecute. The main gains in efficiency come from diverting low and
moderate risk offenders to programming rather than prosecuting them. Efficiency suffers
in the current system when juveniles who are unlikely to persist in offending or who pose
a manageable threat to community safety are prosecuted. Such cases unnecessarily tax
the time and resources of the Juvenile Court, Public Defender, Guardian ad Litems, and
possibly Probation and OJS.

Standardized risk/need assessments do not substitute for the experience and
intuition of agency personnel and justice providers in the Lancaster County system, they
exploit it. Tools like the YLS/CMI free staff from poring over reams of information
which may or may not indicate the nature and severity of a juvenile’s problems and
empower them to spend that time constructing case plans, identifying service providers,
and connecting families with supportive services.

For example, the Family Crimes Unit of the Lincoln Police Department does not
presently have access to assessment services, so its officers cannot reasonably be
expected to determine the risk factors for the children with whom it must work. Because
the officers do not have access to these services, they must speculate about the types of
interventions to which a youth and his/her family should be referred. When they guess
incorrectly, the referral becomes wasted motion within the system because it is unlikely
to correct the juvenile’s “real” problem. Even though the Family Crime Unit fits
perfectly with the County’s need to address young offenders at a point when their risk
factors are most susceptible to rehabilitation, their inability to rely on standardized
assessment results reduces the overall system’s efficiency.

Many times parents know that they are losing the struggle to manage their

children’s behavior. Lancaster’s current juventile system offers few options beyond a
“resource directory” to assist these parents. If the county could provide a venue through
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which parents could obtain an inexpensive risk/needs assessment, even at their own
expense, Lancaster’s system would empower parents to gain invaluable insight to a
child’s problems. This would greatly increase parents’ ability to seek out appropriate
assistance without having to wait until their child has become a runaway, chronic truant,
developed chronic substance abuse issues, or committed a law violation.

The purpose of Lancaster County’s juvenile justice system is to reduce the
community’s overall incidence of delinquency. The cornerstone on which this can be
efficiently accomplished is to consistently match youth with appropriate services,
regardless of when the need for the assessment arises. The quickest way to increase the
system’s overall efficiency is to pursue centralized risk/needs assessment services which
can be accessed by parents and justice providers. The least expensive route to
accomplishing this objective is probably to invest in expanding the assessment capacity
of the County’s existing assessment center and diversion process. Since Probation and
OIS have already adopted the YLS/CMI as the tool around which those agencies will
individualize case plans, its adoption at other points of the juvenile justice process will
standardize the overall system’s approach to assessment.

In the aggregate, the assessment resuits of the County’s youth reveal what types
of programming are needed to counteract the influence of juveniles’ risk factors. This sets
the stage for the County to become more effective at reducing delinquency.

Optimizing Effectiveness

Theoretically, the Lancaster County juvenile justice system can never achieve
complete effectiveness. To be 100% effective, the system would have to successfully
rehabilitate every juvenile offender who came within its reach. The goal, then, is to
ensure:

1. Lancaster’s agencies and justice providers possess the capacity to respond to

those risk factors which contribute most to juveniles’ delinquency risk, and

2. That the County can determine whether interventions are achieving reasonable
suceess in counteracting those risk factors.

Even in the absence of standardized risk assessment data for the Lancaster
juveniles passing through the current justice system, it is not difficult for the County to
reasonably anticipate its need for specific programming capacity. YLS/CMI assessment
results have been collected in the last five years for Nebraska juveniles who were first
time offenders, juveniles under the supervision of Probation and OJS, and most recently,
juveniles committed to YRTCGeneva and Kearney. Although slight discrepancies can be
found in the results of each study, the findings have been relatively stable across all
populations.

The non-offense related risk domains are listed below. Those risk domains in
which youth scored the highest risk appear at the top of the list:
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1. Education/Employment

2. Leisure/Recreation

3. Peer Relations

4. Personality/Behavior

5. Substance Abuse

6. Attitudes and Orientation

7. Family Circumstances and Parenting

Results indicating that a substantial portion of Nebraska juveniles score at high or
moderate risk for a particular domain signal a need for interventions which effectively
reduce that risk. Based on past results, more youth are in need of support services for
education, unstructured time, and ways to disassociate from negative peer relations than
the remaining domains.

This is an example of how capacity expansion based on intuition and anecdote,
rather than standardized predictors of delinquency, can be misleading. Many of the most
troublesome juvenile cases involve youth with serious substance abuse issues and
dysfunctional family situations. Because they are so frustratingly difficult to correct,
these cases seem to beg for the juvenile system to expand treatment options and
compensate for “inadequate” parenting.

Lancaster’s juvenile system optimizes its efficiency, however, when its
programming suppresses the most risk factors for the largest number of youth. While it
cannot ignore the specialized treatment needs of its extreme cases, it undermines the
effectiveness of the overall system when the prominence of such cases misleads it to
invest in capacity which serves only a small number of the total population of at risk and
delinquent youth.

It is important to remember that the vast majority of youth “develop” into a
Juvenile offender. They accumulate risk factors over time and the most common risk
factors which juveniles pick up early are those associated with school, unstructured,
unsupervised time, and bad peer influences. These are the gateway factors that lead to
more serious risk factors such as substance abuse. If Lancaster’s juvenile services
aggressively work to correct these risk factors when a youth is first detected as being at
risk of delinquency, then the system has interrupted that youth’s progression to more
resistant, more difficult risk factors.

To optimize the Lancaster County juvenile justice system’s effectiveness in
combating community-wide delinquency, it must support capacity that :

1. Reinforces or restores a juvenile’s engagement with school;
[=3

2. Pulls the youth into activities that minimize the amount of time they are left
unsupervised and unoccupied; and

47



3. Fosters relationships with positive peers and adults whose example and
attention make it more difficult for negative influences to steer to undesirable
behavior.,

Documentation and Data

The agencies of Lancaster County’s juvenile justice system are awash in data. The
problem is that this data is not organized in a way that permits the County to monitor how
well the system works,

To tell whether the system operates efficiently and effectively, three categories of
data elements need to be developed. The three categories of data elements are: 1)
Sensitivity Measures, 2) Engagement Measures, and 3) Qutcome Indicators. The
documentation required to produce these data elements needs to relate to justice
providers” ordinary operations. The data elements on which the larger system depends
needs to coincide with indicators on which wellrun agencies should be relying to manage
their programs. If the resulting data elements meet these two conditions, then the juvenile
Justice system can assess the quality of its overall process and it will ensure that each
agency or justice provider possesses the ability to monitor the efficiency and
effectiveness of its individual operations.

Sensitivity Measures

Sensitivity measures refer to indicators reflecting an agency’s ability to
systematically detect youth who are at risk of entering the juvenile justice system or who
have become delinquent. Since agencies within the system are uniquely positioned in
relation to each other, the system’s overarching goal is to activate the agency’s individual
potential to detect juveniles in trouble. From a systems standpoint, this increases the
likelihood that a youth will be discovered before they have accumulated many risk
factors or before those risk factors have become entrenched.

The dimensions along which the overall juvenile justice system should reasonably
expectan agency to be sensitive to at risk youth depend on the relevancy of delinquency
risk factors to that agency’s primary course of business. The two primary agencies on the
Lancaster County juvenile justice system map which can be expected to detect at risk
youth are the schools and HHSS-CPS.

Schools maintain attendance, disciplinary reports, and academic performance
records for their students. Schools track these data to better identify students to whom
they must respond in order to meet educational objectives. These three areas directly
intersect with the Education/Employment domain of the YLS/CMI (Truancy, Disruptive
classroom behavior, Disruptive behavior on school property, Problems with peers,
Problems with teachers, and Low achievement). Lancaster’s juvenile justice system has a
vested interest in monitoring whether schools adequately document a student’s difficulty
with attendance, behavior, and achievement: truancy and misbehaviors can lead directly
to prosecution. Even when a student’s absenteeism, misbehavior and poor achievement
does not rise to the level at which state statutes authorize the formal justice system to act,
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however, the juvenile may still be demonstrating the presence of risk factors predicting
eventual delinquency.

HHSS-CPS documents when parents are impaired or ineffectual, that a juvenile’s
personal life may be complicated by out of home placement or that competent parents are
straining to meet a juvenile’s behavioral needs. Such situations potentially overlap with
the Family Circumstances/Parenting, Peer Relations, Personality/Behavior, and
Attitudes/Orientation domains of the YLS/CMI. As discussed with schools, Lancaster’s
juvenile justice system has reason to monitor whether HHSS-CPS are identifying youth
who could benefit from interventions aimed at suppressing these risk factors.

In general, any agency on Lancaster County’s juvenile justice map may detect a
youth is at risk of delinquency due to a parent’s request for assistance. The current system
does not contain a particular process by which such inquiries can be meaningfully
documented. If the County can figure out a way to refer these parents to centralized risk-
assessment services, sensitivity measures can be built for the agency responsible for those
assessments.

With regard to the remaining justice providers, their detection process is
straightforward: juveniles are referred to them as a result of ticket or arrest. The
evaluation did not reveal that any of these justice providers faced special difficulty in
discovering that a juvenile has been directed to their attention, Each of these justice
provider’s sensitivity measure should coincide with the number of referrals, petitions,
ete., for which they were made responsible.

Engagement Measures
Engagement measures indicate how well an agency reacts to an at-risk or

delinquent
youth. Engagement measures include:

{J Documentation reflecting the lag period between the date an agency detected or
was referred a juvenile and the date when the agency completed intake or a

critical decision;

.+ Data substantiating the efforts the agency took to connect a juvenile to
interventions;

[7 The lag period between the date of the juvenile’s referral and the final completion
of his/her process or intervention.
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Outcome Measures

Outcome measures reveal the impact an agency’s programs have had on
counteracting a youth’s risk factors for delinquency. Outcome measures vary across
agencies and justice providers depending on what could be considered a desirable
consequence of the juvenile’s interaction with that agency. For justice providers oriented
towards processing juveniles, outcome indicators will reflect whether the juvenile was
successfully matched or referred to a downstream agency which was authorized and
equipped to address the youth’s unique risk factors. Agencies charged with delivering
interventions to counteract risk factors and diminish a youth’s likelihood of re-offense
should be assessed for indicators that those services suppressed different types of
delinquent behaviors, reinforced protective factors, and otherwise stabilized the
Juvenile.

Mapping Measures

An example set of sensitivity, engagement, and outcome measures will be
developed as a supplemental attachment to this evaluation report. It is not expected that
agencies and justice providers will be immediately thrilled or prepared to open their
operations {o the potential scrutiny of these reporting recommendations. Over time,
however, those bodies responsible for managing or funding the comprehensive efficiency
and effectiveness of the entire system (e.g., the Graduated Sanctions Committee) should
find these measures a crucial tool. With growing familiarity and experience, both the
Lancaster County oversight entities and respective agencies will hopefully recognize the
leverage these measures provide to effectively coordinate the system’s global response to
delinquency.

Case Study: Community Intake Process

Based on the information gleaned from the evaluation process, agencies and
providers within the Lancaster County Juvenile Justice System do not have adequate
access risk/needs assessments. This hampers the efficiency and effectiveness of the
overall system in three ways. The inability of agencies and providers to repeatedly
capture assessment findings for a youth over time prevents the system from being able to
detect whether any progress has been made as the juvenile touches different parts of the
justice process. At the level of individual juveniles, the lack of standardized assessments
like the YLS/CMI makes it difficult to ascertain whether the interventions being deployed
stand a good chance of reducing a youth’s risk of offense. The third problem with this
deficiency is that the system cannot gauge the nature and severity of the community’s
environment of risk for all juveniles.

Put differently, without standardized assessments for a particular youth, agencies
cannot establish base-line and historical risk data for a juvenile. The lack of standardized,
validated risk data diminishes their ability to develop solid case-plans. When these
assessments are not consistently generated for all juveniles associated with the justice
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system, the community cannot develop broad strategies to suppress sources of risk
through out the County.

The basic question, then, is: How does Lancaster County increase access to
screening and assessment resources?

One of the initial tasks is to determine which agencies or providers need these
services. The map of the juvenile justice system shows that two groups would benefit the
quickest: parents and law enforcement. A case could be made that every point on the map
needs these types of assessments, but the evaluation indicates that these two groups
intersect with a large number of juveniles likely to become delinquents if some type of
response is not generated.

Parents

It is commonly asserted (and usually accepted) that neglectful and/or inadequate
parents pose particular difficulty in the effort to reduce juvenile delinquency. While
considerable evidence exists to substantiate this belief, the fact that nearly all parents
struggle with one or more of their children is frequently overlooked. One of the ironies
about Nebraska’s juvenile justice system is how poorly it is designed to provide parents
with help before their child has been ticketed or arrested. County Attorneys and police
officers from around the state speak to the frustration they face when a parent solicits
assistance with a troublesome child and officials lack a sound means by which they can
connect that parent with supportive services.

One of the corner-stone recommendations this report makes is for Lancaster
County to activate community members beyond the juvenile justice system. Consider
parents. While some may actively contribute to a child’s developing misbehaviors, many
others recognize that their son or daughter:

* has inadequate supervision

* overwhelms the parent’s ability to control their behavior
* exhibits disruptive behaviors at school

* has problems with peers and teachers

* struggles to achieve educational progress
skips school

* has begun to run with negative influences

* uses drugs or alcohol

* seems to lack any positive personal interest
* throws tantrums

* is physically aggressive

* is verbally aggressive

* demonstrates antisocial/procriminal attitudes
* defies all authority

* demonstrates little concern for others
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Parents probably do not know that each of these fifteen items is a specific risk-
factor from the YLS-CMI, but their intuition is correct that such a child is in trouble.
This report argues that to reduce juvenile crime the system must detect and respond to
atrisk kids before they become delinquents. When parents contact police, schools, HHSS,
or the County Attorney, they are basically telling the system that they have detected their
child is atrisk and that they do not know what else to do. Even when they have resources,
it is often unclear how to best direct their efforts.

The juvenile justice system has a vested interest in empowering such parents to
more effectively react to their child. To the extent that a parent gains valuable guidance,
the risk that their child will become the system’s next juvenile offender diminishes.
Presently, Lancaster County lacks a systematic, consistent means for exploiting such
opportunity.

Concerns over “net-widening™, or pulling youth into the juvenile justice who have
not committed crimes, have been used as one rationale for avoiding a system response.
These fears set up a false dilemma; they imply that the justice system must either look
past these cases or commit to a full-blown prosecution. In fact, there are a range of
possible responses which fall well short of a juvenile court case.

At a minimum, such parents seek insight into the nature and degree of their
child’s problems. Connecting a parent to screening and assessment services provides
them with information they cannot otherwise obtain. If the County supplements the
screening and assessment results with a proposed strategy for addressing the child’s
problems, parents suddenly have access to case-planning expertise. When the proposed
case-plan can be backed up with referral brokerage services, the County dramatically
increases the likelihood that the child will be matched to community service providers
well-suited to accommodate the youth’s intervention needs and the parent’s resources for
sustaining the intervention long enough to produce positive results.

These efforts do not transfer the responsibility for the child’s needs from the
parent to the County. Instead, this type of response reinforces the parent’s ability to
ultimately re-establish critical influence over their son or daughter. It operates to stabilize
the family and the child.

Police

Police have a number of contacts with youth and families which do not result in
tickets or arrest. For the past several years, the Family Crimes Unit of the Lincoln Police
Department has served as a sort of diversion program for younger juveniles whose age
and offenses do not merit a typical prosecution in Juvenile Court. As part of their
ordinary patrol and enforcement operations, police are among the first members of the
community to detect that youth’s behavior is beginning to push them towards significant
justice involvement.
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Many times officers’ responses to these youth are limited to lectures, warnings, or
attempts to steer parents towards community resources. The majority of officers have
very brief interactions with youth. It is unrealistic to expect that such short encounters
can produce lasting results.

One way to activate law enforcement to better respond to at-risk youth is to
provide them with a trusted source for assessment services. This enables the community
to leverage an officer’s contact with a youth towards achieving a better level of response.
If law enforcement can connect a parent to assessment services, then officers become an
avenue through which the County strengthens parents’ ability to govern behavior.

Second, when law enforcement contact results in a youth’s referral to the Family
Crimes Unit, access to assessment services enables the Unit to meet the three critical
objectives discussed here: base-line risk data on a particular child, better case-plans, and
one more point of standardized data collection.

Community Intake Process

The above discussions clearly illustrate that by providing assessment services to
parents and police, the County activates two important bulwarks against at-risk youth
unnecessarily entering the justice system.

There is only one strategy likely to meet the practical difficulties of expanding
assessment access: a centralized Community Intake Process. Given that resources are
limited, it makes sense to consider ways to piggy-back such a service on existing
programs; even if funding for additional personnel or assessment licenses are required,
this option minimizes the cost of infrastructure beneath the program. A Community
Intake Process also enables the County to cultivate a point of screening and assessment
expertise which can meet the needs of a wide range of offenders. This ensures that as
screening and assessment instruments evolve, the County’s process can capitalize on such
advances.

If the capacity for the Community Intake Process is in place, implementation is
relatively straight-forward. For example, parents are already contacting justice providers
for assistance with their children. Instead of vaguely referring them to community
providers, they could be directed to the centralized assessment services. The County’s
deliberate investment in these services ensures that every concerned parent who actually
commits to the Community Intake Process is guaranteed the opportunity to obtain a
quality review of their child’s circumstances.

Over time, the Process will develop a list of community service providers
acquainted with the screening and assessment process who prove reliable at enrolling and
engaging families in the intervention programs provided. As that occurs, the Community
Intake Process will become increasingly effective at developing case-plans built on the
assessment results and directly linking parents to community service providers,
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Eventually, it will become increasingly clear which service providers meet
parents’ (as well as the system’s) needs, Put simply, providers who successfully keep
youth from developing into offenders will be seen as effective, those who do not will
reveal themselves as ineffective,

The Community Intake Process will stabilize referral streams because effective
providers will naturally be called upon more often. The ineffectiveness of other providers
will provide a legitimate basis for the community to challenge those providers to improve
or face the loss of referrals.

Similarly, the Community Intake Process provides a means for law enforcement
to leverage their authority against parents and youth who are not especially interested in
addressing troublesome behavior. Officers will have the ability to negotiate with parents
10 seek out the assistance of the Community Intake Process. In some instances, matiers
will escalate to the point that a parent and youth must answer to the Family Crimes Unit.
The Community Intake Process provides the Unit with an objective tool by which it can
obtain the information it needs to develop restorative case-plans or, if necessary, justify
the more intensive involvement of the broader juvenile justice system.

The Community Intake Process plainly improves that ability of parents and police
to react to at-risk youth. Just as importantly, however, it accounts for the reality that some
of these youth will gradually increase the severity of their behaviors and become
offenders. When that occurs, a reliable risk history will have already been initiated. For
these youth, prosecutors, defense counsel, judges, Probation, and OJS will no longer have
to conduct archaeological investigations into scattered documentation from the police,
schools and HHSS. Formal justice cases can be processed more quickly because base-line
information about the youth has already been captured.

While improving the response to juveniles on an individual basis, governance of
Lancaster County’s juvenile justice system becomes more straightforward. The
Community Intake Process becomes a systematic sampling of which risk factors
predominate. In addition to the added ability to monitor and drive the effectiveness of
community service providers, the resulting data reveal where other community members
need to become more innovative in their response to youth. For example, suppose the
data demonstrate that Lancaster youth consistently appear at risk because they have
limited organized activities and few personal interests (YLS/CMI risk factors). This
supports a basis for County leadership to explore how community members such as the
YMCA, Boys and Girls Club, 4-H, and others can establish stronger outreach efforts.

Case Study Summary

This case-study illustrates how the findings from this report can be used to better
orchestrate the parts of Lancaster County’s juvenile justice system. The case study for a
Community Intake Process directly addresses the main deficiencies found during the
evaluation process. It is important to remember, however, that this case-study is simply
the tip of the iceberg. There are opportunities for innovation at every point on the juvenile
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justice system map. The broader, generalized analysis for refining Lancaster’s system
does not give the County packaged solutions, but explains how the hard work that
remains can be done.

Appendix A-Youth Level Service/Case Management Inventory

Youth Level of Service/Case Management Inventory (YLS/CMI) represents the youth
version of Level of Service Inventory-Revised (LSI-R). LSI-R was developed by D.A.
Andrews and James Bonta as a structured tool for evaluating criminogenic risk and need
factors in adult offenders. LSI-R is a psychometrically sound measure that is widely used
to assist in a wide range of criminal justice and correctional decisions.

The present version of YLS/CMI is a result of evaluative research on several pilot
instruments developed from LSI-R. The risk and need items in Part 1 of the measure are
those shown by research to be the strongest predictors of youth crime. They are also the
variables identified in contemporary theory and research as the major determinants of
adolescent antisocial behavior. YSL/CMI was developed in consultation with
experienced probation officers and other juvenile justice professionals to ensure that the
instrument would be a practical assessment tool.

It should be emphasized that although YLS/CMI can assist professionals in assessing
risks and needs in adolescents and in case planning and management, it is not designed to
replace professional judgment or to dictate decisions. For this reason, a professional
override feature is built into the measure.

This manual and scoring key provided detailed guidance in the completion of YLS/CML.
It is recommended, however, that personnel be provided with expert training prior to
using the instrument. It is important that the use of YLS/CMI be monitored by the
organizations that employ it, thereby ensuring that the instrument is used in the
prescribed manner.

A number of individuals and organizations contributed to the development of YLS/CMI.
These include David Robinson, Marilyn Van Dieten, David Swanson, Lynda Robertson,
Alan Leschied, Brendon Stacey, Penny Faulkner, Mary Ann Robblee, and Suzanne Bell.
Funding for various phases of development was provided by the Children’s Services
Branch of the Ontario Ministry of Community and Social Services, Carleton University,
and the London Family Court Clinic.

Correspondence regarding YLS/CMI may be addressed to Dr. Robert D. Hoge.
Address: Department of Psychology, Carleton University, Ottawa, Ontario, K18 5B6,
Canada.

Phone: 613-520-5773.

Email: Robert hoge@carleton.ca

April, 2002
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JJRC MEMBER LIST

Appendix 2

NAME COMPANY ADDRESS PHONE EMAIL
Banks, Dennis Malone Center/Reach Out | 5719 N 20th ST (21) 540-5461 | dbanks03@alltel.net
Barrera-Andazloa, Juv Drug Court
Wendy Coordinator 1115 K ST STE 100 (08) 441-3857 | wendy.barrera-andazo@nsc.ne.gov
Barry, Jerome Bryan LGH Medical Center 481-5881 | jerome.barry@bryanigh.org
Barry-Magsamen,
Mary St. Monica's 120 Wedgewood DR (10) 441-3768 | mbmagsamen@stmonicas.com
Beggs, David LPD 575 S 10th ST (08)
Bennett, Nola The Hub 835 S 12th ST (08) 438-5231 | nola@hublincoln.org
Berniklau, Jacque BEST 42-2888 jacquejibest@aol.com
Berreckman, Claire CASA casa-claire@neb.rr.com
Birky Rios, Erica LPD 575 S 10th ST (08) 441-7048 | Ipd1547@cjis.lincoln.ne.gov
Blue, Jim Cedars 620 N 48th ST STE 100 (04) 434-5437 | jblue@cedars-kids.org
Boesch, Kit Lanc Cty Human Services 1115 K ST STE 100 (08) 441-6868 | kboesch@lancaster.ne.gov
Bryceson, Lindy DHHS lindy.bryceson@dhhs.ne.gov
Caldwell, Bill Lincoln Interfaith Council 140 S 27th ST STE B (10) caldwell0219@cox.net
Caruso, Anne Cedars 620 N 48th ST STE 100 (04) 437-8840 acaruso@cedars-kids.org
Casady, Tom Lanc Cty Sheriff 575 S 10th ST (08) 441-7237 | tcasady@lincoln.ne.gov
Cervantes-Salomons, | Heartland Big
Julie Brothers/Sisters 6201 Havelock AVE (07) 464-2227 | jcsalomons@hbbbs.org
Cramer, Josh LPS 436-1990 | jcramer@Ilps.org
Crumpacker, Carol Child Guidance Center 2444 O ST (10) 475-7666 | ccrumpacker@child-guidance.org
Czapla, Gary LPS 5901 O ST (10) gczapla@ips.org
Davis Schmit, Missy HSF 1645 N ST STE A (08) 441-4398 | mdavisschmit@hsfed.org

West Prospector and Folsom
Delano, Sandra Lincoln Regional Center (02) 479-5219 | sandra.delano@hhss.ne.gov
Dozier, Renee Region V Systems 1645 N ST STE A (08) 441-4343 | rdozier@soc.regionSsystems.net
Ebinger, Jen jhoulden@]lancaster.ne.gov
Emerson, JoAnn YWCA 1432 N ST (08) 434-3494 | joann@ywcalincoln.org
Fisher-Erickson, Julie | Lutheran Family Services 2900 O ST STE 200 (10) 435-2910 | jfishererickson@Ifsneb.org
Frank, Michelle Cedars 620 N 48th ST STE 100 (04) | 434-5437 mfrank@cedars-kids.org
Friend, Mike City Impact 400 N 27th ST (03) 477-8080 | mfriend@cityimpact.org
Gallagher, Maureen Family Violence Council 4600 Valley Rd STE 324 (10) | 489-9292 | mgallaher@Imef.org
215 Centennial Mall S STE

George, Amy Volunteer Partners 340 (08) 435-2100 | youthcoord@volunteerpartners.org
Griggs, Lori Juv Probation 575 S 10th ST (08) 441-7383 | lori.griggs@nsc.ne.gov
Hammond, Deb Choices 934 Charleston (08) 476-2300 | choices934@alltel.net
Hansen, Topher CenterPointe 2633 P ST (03) 475-8717 | thansen@centerpointe.org
Harder, Lori NHHS 1050 N ST (08) lori.harder@hhss.ne.gov
Heideman, Roger J. Juvenile Court Judge 575 S 10th ST (08) 441-7385 | rheideman@lancaster.ne.gov
Heier, Bernie Lanc Cty Board 555 S 10th ST (08) 441-6864 | bheier@lancaster.ne.gov
Helm-Smith, Kelly African Community Center | 140 S 27th ST STE B (10) 421-6177 | khelmsmith@yahoo.com
Henderson, Alicia Lanc Cty Attorney 575 S 10th ST (08) 441-7321 | ahenderson@lancaster.ne.gov
Heusel, Karen LCAD 914 L ST (08) 475-2694 | kheusel@lcad.org
Hoagland, Bev Juv Probation 575 S 10th ST (08) 441-7381 | beverly.hoagland@nsc.ne.gov
Hobbs, Anne PO Box 6903 (06) 770-3282 | ahobbs@neb.rr.com
Hoyle, Sara Juv Justice Coordinator 1115 K ST STE 100 (08) 441-8495 | shoyle@lancaster.ne.gov
Hynek, Deb Region V Systems 1645 N ST STE A (08) 441-4870 | dhynek@famiccu.region5systems.net
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Johnson, C.J. Region V Systems 1645 N ST STE A (08) 441-4349 | cii@region5systems.net
Johnson, Marcus Boys and Girls Club 840 S 17th ST (08) 438-8926 | mjohnson@lincolnbge..org
434-
Kadoi, Sheila YWCA 1432 N ST (08) 3494x120 | sheila@ywcalincoln.org
Karges, Casey Mediation Center 610 J ST STE 100 (08) 441-5742 | ckarges@themediationcenter.org

Keefe, Dennis Public Defender 441-7631 | dkeefe@lancaster.ne.gov
Krejci, Jean Lanc Cty Health Dept 3140 N ST (10) 441-6208 | jkrejci@lincoln.ne.gov

Lacey, Gary Lanc Cty Attorney 575 S 10th ST (08) 441-7341 | glacey@lancaster.ne.gov
Loseke, Tina City Attorney 575 S 10th ST (08) 441-7123 | tloseke@lincoln.ne.gov
McDowell, T.J. Clyde Malone Center 2032 U ST (03) 441-6738 | tyrejames@yahoo.com
Michener, Bill Lighthouse 2601 N ST (10) 475-3220 | bmichener@lincolnlighthouse.or
Miles, Malcom Region V Systems 1645 N ST STE A (08) 441-4359 | mmiles@region5systems.net

Mize, Nancy Child Guidance Center 2444 O ST (10) 475-7666 | nmize@child-guidance.org
Nelson, Michelle CenterPointe 2633 P ST (03) 475-8717 | mnelson@centerpointe.org
Olson, Romney Mediation Center 610 J ST STE 100 (08) 441-5740 | rolson@themediationcenter.org
Ortiz-Cidlick, Stefanie | Girls Scouts 1701 S 17th ST (02) ;Eggm 09 | stefanie@homesteadgsc.org
Painter, Les LPS lespainters@hotmail.com
Phillips, Charles Clyde Malone Center 2032 U ST (03) 474-1110 | defycoordinatorlincoln@yahoo.com
Porter, Linda Juv Court Judge 575 S 10th ST (08) 441-7406 | Iporter@lancsaster.ne.gov
Powell, Walter LPS wpowell2@Ips.org

Putla, Modesta Asian Center 2615 O ST STE A (10) 477-3446 | asiancenter2004@yahoo.com
Renn, Mike Youth Assessment Center 1200 Radcliff (12) 441-5615 | mrenn@lancaster.ne.gov
Rios-Pohirieth, Oscar | Latino Achievement Coord | 5901 O ST (10) 436-1938 | opohir@Ips.org

Roberson, Charles

croberso@notes.state.ne.us

Rockey, Dawn CASA 210 N 14th ST STE 3 (08) 474-5761 | casa-dawn@neb.rr.com
Ryder, Reggie Juv Court Judge 575 S 10th ST (08) 441-6341 | rryder@lancaster.ne.gov
Schindler, Sheli Youth Service Center 1200 Radcliff (12) 441-7093 | mischindler@lancaster.ne.gov
Smith, Petra Cedars 6601 Pioneers BLVD ( ) 437-8988 | psmith@cedars-kids.org
Steiner, Becky Cedars 6601 Pioneers BLVD ( ) 437-8852 | bsteiner@cedars-kids.org
Steiner, Deila LPS 5910 O ST (10) 436-1988 | dsteiner@lps.org

Strand, Kris Cedars 620 N 48th ST STE 100 (04) 437-8890 | kstrand@cedars-kids.org

215 Centennial Mall S STE

Svoboda, Wayne Volunteer Partners 340 (08) 435-2100 | director@volunteerpartners.org
Thorson, Toni Juv Court Judge 575 S 10th ST (08) 441-8487 | tthorson@lancaster.ne.qov
Timm, Margene Public Defender 441-7631 | mtimm@lancaster.ne.gov
Tyndall, Clyde Inidan Center 1100 Military RD (08) 438-5231 | ctyndall@aol.com
Unvert, Mark LPD 575 S 10th ST (08) 441-6967 | |pd869@cjis.lincoln.ne.gov
Vajgrt, Amy Friendship Home PO Box 85358 (10) 434-6353 | amyv@friendshiphome.org
Van Hunnik, Larry Lanc Manor ;‘14;)1x200

Linc Comm on Human
VanSlooten, Pippi Rights 441-7624 | pvanslooten@lincoln.ne.gov
Wagner, Terry Sheriff 441-6500 | twagner@lancaster.ne.gov
Wild, Becky LPS 5901 O ST (10) 436-1650 | bwild@Ips.org
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